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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Request for reconsideration filed on January 4, 2005 has been considered and made of record. 

2. Claims 1-42 stand pending and Claims 43-44 have been withdrawn in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks on pages 2-5, filed on January 4, 2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-40 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Nakamura et al. and Shu. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-4, 9, 21-24, 29, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura et al. (hereinafter, "Nakamura") ("A Unified Coding Method of Dithered Image and Text Data 
Using Micropatterns," IEEE, 1989) in view of Shu (US 5,592,592). 

With regard to claim 1 Nakamura discloses an image processing apparatus which embeds 
predetermined information in an image (page 50 col. 1 last paragraph continuing on col. 2), apparatus 
comprising: input means for entering the image (image has already been inputted for further processing); 
division means for dividing the entered image into plural image areas (Figure 1, page 50 section 2); 
pseudo gradation process means for quantizing the image areas divided by said division means (Figure 1, 
page 5 1 col. 1 paragraph 1 and section 3, page 53 section 5); and control means for controlling, in a unit 
of the image area, the quantization condition by said pseudo gradation process means according to the 
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predetermined information on the image output as the print (page 5 1 section 51, See Figures 2 and 7). 
Nakamura does not expressly disclose utilizing error diffusion method. Shu discloses error diffusion on 
col. 14 and on. Nakamura and Shu are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
quantization process. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teaching of Shu with Nakamura. The motivation for doing so is to reduce 
the visual distortion created by the halftoning process in the reproduced image as suggested by Shu at col. 
2 lines 48-57. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shu with Nakamura to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 1. Also, note, Shu discloses a printer device 1 14, Figure 1. 

With regard to claim 2 Shu discloses quantization condition that is a quantization threshold value 
(col. 18 lines 10-20). 

With regard to claim 3 Shu discloses quantization condition changes the quantization threshold 
value based on a predetermined period (col. 18 lines 10-22). 

With regard to claim 4 Shu discloses control means switches the predetermined period for 
changing the quantization threshold value in the unit of said image area (control means thru buffer control 
510, FigureS). 

With regard to claim 9 it is inherent that the information embedded in the image is done in such a 
manner not easily visible to a human eye. 

Claim 21 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 21 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 2 1 . 

Claim 22 recites identical features as claim 2 except claim 22 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 22. 

Claim 23 recites identical features as claim 3 except claim 23 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 23. 
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Claim 24 recites identical features as claim 4 except claim 24 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 4 is equally applicable to claim 24. 

Claim 29 recites identical features as claim 9 except claim 29 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 9 is equally applicable to claim 29. 

Claim 41 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 41 is a computer readable memory 
medium claim. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 
41. Applicant's attention is invited to coL 63 lines 9-14 of Inoue for a computer readable memory 
medium. 

6. Claims 5-6, 8, 10-16, 19-20, 25-26, 28, 30-36, 39-40, and 42 are rejected under 35 US C 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Nakamura et al. (hereinafter, "Nakamura") ("A Unified Coding Method of 
Dithered Image and Text Data Using Micropatterns," IEEE, 1989) in view of Shu (US 5,592,592) as 
applied to claims 1-4, 9, 21-24, 29, and 41 above, and further in view of Inoue et al. (USPN 6,477,276) 
(hereinafter, "Inoue"). 

With regard to claim 5 Nakamura in view of Shu discloses an image processing apparatus as 
disclosed above in claim 4 and the arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. 
Nakamura in view of Shu does not expressly disclose the limitations of claim 5. Inoue discloses an image 
processing apparatus wherein the control means that switches the period in a horizontal direction and the 
period in a vertical direction for changing the quantization threshold value in the unit of the image area. 
(As clearly seen in Figure 21(b) that the period is in the horizontal and vertical direction for block HL3, 
col. 53 lines 65-67 to col. 54 lines 1-6). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Inoue with Nakamura and Shu. The 
motivation for doing so is to map information of a size corresponding to the transform coefficient in the 
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signal (i.e., image) as suggested by Inoue at col. 54 lines 1-6. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Inoue with Nakamura and Shu to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

With regard to claim 6 Inoue discloses plural kinds of the predetermined periods (i.e., horizontal 
and vertical) and switches the predetermined period in the unit of the image area (as clearly seen in Figs. 
21(a) and 21(b)). 

With regard to claim 8 Inoue discloses predetermined information being related to a copyright of 
the image (See, col. 39 lines 11-14). 

With regard to claim 10 Nakamura in view of Shu discloses an image processing apparatus as 
disclosed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. 
Nakamura in view of Shu does not expressly disclose the limitations of claim 10. Indue discloses an 
image processing apparatus which extracts the predetermined information (See, col. 48 lines 45-47) from 
the image in which the predetermined information has been embedded (See, col. 46 lines 50-67), the 
apparatus comprising: input means for entering the image (signal 7 1 in Fig. . 1 1 is the input means which 
inputs the image (here the image is being entered) in the system. Col. 45 lines 66-67); transformation 
means (transformation means 3 1, col. 48 lines 5 1-52.) for executing frequency transformation on the 
image areas divided by said division means (image that is divided by division as explained in claim 1 
which was first divided into different frequency bands as described in Figs. 33-35); classification means 
(i.e., judgment portion 22, col. 48 line 53) for classifying the image areas into plural classes based on the 
transformation process of said transformation means (the judgment portion 22 classifies the image based 
on the quantization value which was obtained thru the process of transformation and quantization means, 
col. 43 lines 53-57); and extraction means for extracting the predetermined information, based on a 
feature amount of each class thus classified (extracting means 2b in Fig. 15, col. 48 lines 43-53). 
Nakamura, Shu and Inoue are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, Image 
Processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
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art to combine the teaching of Inoue with Nakamura and Shu. The motivation for doing so is to extract 
the information in order to clarify the information embedded as suggested by Inoue at col. 48 lines 43-53. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Inoue with Nakamura and Shu to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 10. 

With regard to claim 11 Inoue discloses an orthogonal transformation 31 at col. 48 lines 51-52. 

With regard to claim 12 Inoue discloses comparison means (comparison means included in 
judgment portion, col. 61 lines 5-7) for comparing the feature amount of the classified classes (amount of 
the classified classes are compared which is obtained after the error calculation portion 65 after the 
transformation, col. 60 lines 37-45); wherein said extraction means extracts said predetermined 
information based on the result of comparison by said comparison means (See, col. 61 lines 25-35). 

With regard to claim 13 Inoue discloses evaluation means for evaluating result of evaluation (as a 
prior art, Inoue discloses evaluating the image using three dividing filters, see col. 1 lines 60-67, also see 
Fig. 21(a) part LL1, LH1, HL1, and HH1 .); and re-division means for executing again the division 
process of said division means, based on the result of evaluation by said evaluation means (re-division on 
each of the evaluation part into image signal 71 representing at col. 2 lines 4-19, Fig. 21(a) part LL1, 
LIE, HL2, HH2, etc.). 

With regard to claim 14 Inoue discloses re-division means executing division again by changing 
the dividing position of the division (position of the division changed from the entire block seen in Fig. 2 1 
to within the block LL1). 

With regard to claim 15 Inoue discloses re-division means executing division again by changing 
the size of division (the size of the division is changing as seen in Fig. 2 1 . Size of LH2 is different than 
size of LH3, etc.). 

With regard to claim 16 Inoue discloses feature amount being an absolute value of coefficients of 
transformation by said transformation means (See, col. 57 lines 59-61). 
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With regard to claim 19 Inoue discloses predetermined information being related to a copyright 
of the image (See, col. 39 lines 1 1-14). 

With regard to claim 20 it is inherent that the information embedded in the image is done in such 
a manner not easily visible to a human eye. 

Claim 25 recites identical features as claim 5 except claim 25 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 5 is equally applicable to claim 25. 

Claim 26 recites identical features as claim 6 except claim 26 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 26. 

Claim 28 recites identical features as claim 8 except claim 28 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 28. 



Claim 30 recites identical features as 


claim 


10 


except claim 30 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


10 


is equally applicable to claim 30. 




Claim 31 recites identical features as 


claim 


11 


except claim 3 1 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


11 


is equally applicable to claim 3 1 . 




Claim 32 recites identical features as 


claim 


12 


except claim 32 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


12 


is equally applicable to claim 32. 




Claim 33 recites identical features as 


claim 


13 


except claim 33 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


13 


is equally applicable to claim 33. 




Claim 34 recites identical features as 


claim 


14 


except claim 34 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


14 


is equally applicable to claim 34. 




Claim 35 recites identical features as 


claim 


15 


except claim 35 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


15 


is equally applicable to claim 35. 




Claim 36 recites identical features as 


claim 


16 


except claim 36 is a method claim. 


Thus, 


arguments similar to that presented above for 


claim 


16 


is equally applicable to claim 36. 
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Claim 39 recites identical features as claim 19 except claim 39 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 19 is equally applicable to claim 39. 

Claim 40 recites identical features as claim 20 except claim 40 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 20 is equally applicable to claim 40. 

Claim 42 recites identical features as claim 10 except claim 42 is a computer readable memory 
medium claim. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 10 is equally applicable to 
claim 42. Applicant's attention is invited to col. 63 lines 9-14 of Inoue for a computer readable memory 
medium. 

7. Claims 7 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakamura et al. 
(hereinafter, cc Nakamura") ("A Unified Coding Method of Dithered Image and Text Data Using 
Micropatterns," IEEE, 1989) in view of Shu (US 5,592,592) as applied to claims 1-4, 9, 21-24, 29, and 41 
above, and further in view of Hayashi, et al. (USPN 6,535,616) (hereinafter, "Hayashi"). 

With regard to claim 7 Nakamura in view of Shu discloses an image processing apparatus as 
disclosed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. 
Nakamura in view of Shu does not expressly disclose the limitations of claim 7. Hayashi discloses 
predetermined information being audio information (see, col. 24 lines 35-47). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
Hayashi with Nakamura and Shu. The motivation for doing so is to determine the embedding position 
according to a medium range frequency component and to embed watermark information in a low or high 
range frequency component as suggested by Hayashi at col. 24 lines 42-47. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Hayashi with Nakamura and Shu to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 

Claim 27 recites identical features as claim 7 except claim 27 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 27. 
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8. Claims 1 8 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakamura et al. 
(hereinafter, cc Nakamura") ("A Unified Coding Method of Dithered Image and Text Data Using 
Micropatterns," IEEE, 1989) in view of Shu (US 5,592,592) in view of Inoue et al. (USPN 6,477,276) 
(hereinafter, "Inoue") as applied to claims 5-6, 8, 10-16, 19-20, 25-26, 28, 30-36, 39-40, and 42 and 
further in view of Hayashi, et al. (USPN 6,535,616) (hereinafter, "Hayashi"). 

Claim 18 recites identical features as claim 7 except claim 18 is apparatus for extracting claim 
depending on claim 10 instead of claim 1 . Thus, arguments and the motivation similar to that presented 
above for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 18. 

Claim 38 recites identical features as claim 18 except claim 38 is a method for extracting claim. 
Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 18 is equally applicable to claim 38. 

9. Claims 17 and 37 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakamura et al. 
(hereinafter, cc Nakamura") ("A Unified Coding Method of Dithered Image and Text Data Using 
Micropatterns," IEEE, 1989) in view of Shu (US 5,592,592) in view of Inoue et al. (USPN 6,477,276) 
(hereinafter, "Inoue") as applied to claims 5-6, 8, 10-16, 19-20, 25-26, 28, 30-36, 39-40, and 42, and 
further in view of Yuan, et al. (USPN 5,821,986) (hereinafter, "Yuan"). 

With regard to claim 17 Nakamura in view of Shu (as modified by Inoue) discloses a feature 
amount as described in claim 10 and all of the claimed subject matter as already discussed above and the 
arguments are not repeated herein, but are incorporated by reference. Nakamura, Shu and Inoue does not 
expressly disclose the feature amount being electric power. Yuan discloses the feature amount being 
electric power (see, col. 6 lines 54-59). Nakamura, Shu and Inoue and Yuan are combinable because they 
are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., encoding/decoding the image. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Yuan with 
Nakamura, Shu and Inoue. The motivation for doing so is that Yuan suggests at col. 6 lines 54-59 that for 
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faster calculation with less time computation power, this feature allows for communication for decoding 
reasons. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Yuan with Nakamura, Shu and Inoue to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 17. 

Claim 37 recites identical features as claim 17 except claim 37 is a method for extracting claim. 
Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 17 is equally applicable to claim 37. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Shefali D. Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-7396. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Joseph Mancuso can be reached on (571) 272-7695. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 
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